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not exceed one hour equally divided and con-
trolled by the chair and ranking minority 
member of the Committee on Education and 
the Workforce. After general debate the bill 
shall be considered for amendment under the 
five-minute rule. All points of order against 
provisions in the bill are waived. At the con-
clusion of consideration of the bill for 
amendment the Committee shall rise and re-
port the bill to the House with such amend-
ments as may have been adopted. The pre-
vious question shall be considered as ordered 
on the bill and amendments thereto to final 
passage without intervening motion except 
one motion to recommit with or without in-
structions. If the Committee of the Whole 
rises and reports that it has come to no reso-
lution on the bill, then on the next legisla-
tive day the House shall, immediately after 
the third daily order of business under clause 
1 of rule XIV, resolve into the Committee of 
the Whole for further consideration of the 
bill. 

SEC. 5. Clause 1(c) of rule XIX shall not 
apply to the consideration of H.R. 1619. 
THE VOTE ON THE PREVIOUS QUESTION: WHAT 

IT REALLY MEANS 
This vote, the vote on whether to order the 

previous question on a special rule, is not 
merely a procedural vote. A vote against or-
dering the previous question is a vote 
against the Republican majority agenda and 
a vote to allow the Democratic minority to 
offer an alternative plan. It is a vote about 
what the House should be debating. 

Mr. Clarence Cannon’s Precedents of the 
House of Representatives (VI, 308–311), de-
scribes the vote on the previous question on 
the rule as ‘‘a motion to direct or control the 
consideration of the subject before the House 
being made by the Member in charge.’’ To 
defeat the previous question is to give the 
opposition a chance to decide the subject be-
fore the House. Cannon cites the Speaker’s 
ruling of January 13, 1920, to the effect that 
‘‘the refusal of the House to sustain the de-
mand for the previous question passes the 
control of the resolution to the opposition’’ 
in order to offer an amendment. On March 
15, 1909, a member of the majority party of-
fered a rule resolution. The House defeated 
the previous question and a member of the 
opposition rose to a parliamentary inquiry, 
asking who was entitled to recognition. 
Speaker Joseph G. Cannon (R–Illinois) said: 
‘‘The previous question having been refused, 
the gentleman from New York, Mr. Fitz-
gerald, who had asked the gentleman to 
yield to him for an amendment, is entitled to 
the first recognition.’’ 

The Republican majority may say ‘‘the 
vote on the previous question is simply a 
vote on whether to proceed to an immediate 
vote on adopting the resolution . . . [and] 
has no substantive legislative or policy im-
plications whatsoever.’’ But that is not what 
they have always said. Listen to the Repub-
lican Leadership Manual on the Legislative 
Process in the United States House of Rep-
resentatives, (6th edition, page 135). Here’s 
how the Republicans describe the previous 
question vote in their own manual: ‘‘Al-
though it is generally not possible to amend 
the rule because the majority Member con-
trolling the time will not yield for the pur-
pose of offering an amendment, the same re-
sult may be achieved by voting down the pre-
vious question on the rule . . . When the mo-
tion for the previous question is defeated, 
control of the time passes to the Member 
who led the opposition to ordering the pre-
vious question. That Member, because he 
then controls the time, may offer an amend-
ment to the rule, or yield for the purpose of 
amendment.’’ 

In Deschler’s Procedure in the U.S. House 
of Representatives, the subchapter titled 

‘‘Amending Special Rules’’ states: ‘‘a refusal 
to order the previous question on such a rule 
[a special rule reported from the Committee 
on Rules] opens the resolution to amend-
ment and further debate.’’ (Chapter 21, sec-
tion 21.2) Section 21.3 continues: ‘‘Upon re-
jection of the motion for the previous ques-
tion on a resolution reported from the Com-
mittee on Rules, control shifts to the Mem-
ber leading the opposition to the previous 
question, who may offer a proper amendment 
or motion and who controls the time for de-
bate thereon.’’ 

Clearly, the vote on the previous question 
on a rule does have substantive policy impli-
cations. It is one of the only available tools 
for those who oppose the Republican major-
ity’s agenda and allows those with alter-
native views the opportunity to offer an al-
ternative plan. 

Mr. STIVERS. I yield back the bal-
ance of my time, and I move the pre-
vious question on the resolution. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
question is on ordering the previous 
question. 

The question was taken; and the 
Speaker pro tempore announced that 
the ayes appeared to have it. 

Mr. POLIS. Mr. Speaker, on that I 
demand the yeas and nays. 

The yeas and nays were ordered. 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-

ant to clause 8 of rule XX, further pro-
ceedings on this question will be post-
poned. 

f 

ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE SPEAKER 
PRO TEMPORE 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to clause 8 of rule XX, the Chair 
will postpone further proceedings 
today on motions to suspend the rules 
on which a recorded vote or the yeas 
and nays are ordered, or on which the 
vote incurs objection under clause 6 of 
rule XX. 

Record votes on postponed questions 
will be taken later. 

f 

TAXPAYER BILL OF RIGHTS ACT 
OF 2015 

Mr. RYAN of Wisconsin. Mr. Speaker, 
I move to suspend the rules and pass 
the bill (H.R. 1058) to amend the Inter-
nal Revenue Code of 1986 to clarify that 
a duty of the Commissioner of Internal 
Revenue is to ensure that Internal Rev-
enue Service employees are familiar 
with and act in accord with certain 
taxpayer rights, as amended. 

The Clerk read the title of the bill. 
The text of the bill is as follows: 

H.R. 1058 

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep-
resentatives of the United States of America in 
Congress assembled, 
SECTION 1. SHORT TITLE. 

This Act may be cited as the ‘‘Taxpayer Bill 
of Rights Act of 2015’’. 
SEC. 2. DUTY TO ENSURE THAT IRS EMPLOYEES 

ARE FAMILIAR WITH AND ACT IN AC-
CORD WITH CERTAIN TAXPAYER 
RIGHTS. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—Section 7803(a) of the Inter-
nal Revenue Code of 1986 is amended by redesig-
nating paragraph (3) as paragraph (4) and by 
inserting after paragraph (2) the following new 
paragraph: 

‘‘(3) EXECUTION OF DUTIES IN ACCORD WITH 
TAXPAYER RIGHTS.—In discharging his duties, 
the Commissioner shall ensure that employees of 
the Internal Revenue Service are familiar with 
and act in accord with taxpayer rights as af-
forded by other provisions of this title, includ-
ing— 

‘‘(A) the right to be informed, 
‘‘(B) the right to quality service, 
‘‘(C) the right to pay no more than the correct 

amount of tax, 
‘‘(D) the right to challenge the position of the 

Internal Revenue Service and be heard, 
‘‘(E) the right to appeal a decision of the In-

ternal Revenue Service in an independent 
forum, 

‘‘(F) the right to finality, 
‘‘(G) the right to privacy, 
‘‘(H) the right to confidentiality, 
‘‘(I) the right to retain representation, and 
‘‘(J) the right to a fair and just tax system.’’. 
(b) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendments made 

by this section shall take effect on the date of 
the enactment of this Act. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to the rule, the gentleman from 
Wisconsin (Mr. RYAN) and the gen-
tleman from Georgia (Mr. LEWIS) each 
will control 20 minutes. 

The Chair recognizes the gentleman 
from Wisconsin. 

GENERAL LEAVE 
Mr. RYAN of Wisconsin. Mr. Speaker, 

I ask unanimous consent that all Mem-
bers may have 5 legislative days in 
which to revise and extend their re-
marks and to include extraneous mate-
rial on H.R. 1058, currently under con-
sideration. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of the gen-
tleman from Wisconsin? 

There was no objection. 
Mr. RYAN of Wisconsin. Mr. Speaker, 

I yield myself such time as I may con-
sume. 

Mr. Speaker, today is tax day. We are 
bringing to the floor today a number of 
bills aimed at one thing, recognizing 
the fact that the IRS works for the tax-
payer, not the other way around. It is 
their job in the Internal Revenue Serv-
ice to make paying your taxes as easy 
as possible. 

This marks the day that most Ameri-
cans are sending their taxes in; but 
just ask any of these Americans who 
probably went to the mailbox today if 
it is getting any easier, ask them if the 
IRS is making it easier for them to fill 
out their forms to do their civic duty. 
They will tell you that it is clearly not 
how the IRS is working today. 

We have learned a lot. We have con-
ducted rigorous oversight, led by Mr. 
ROSKAM here, into the Internal Rev-
enue Service, into how they operate. 
We have learned all too well that bu-
reaucracies don’t always do what is ef-
ficient; they do what is convenient—at 
least what is convenient for them. 

What we are doing is telling the IRS 
that they are going to have to clean up 
their act. We are saying that we think 
most of these bills are common sense, 
and we are saying that it is pretty 
much simple, like don’t target people 
because of their political beliefs, don’t 
tax donations to tax-exempt groups, 
don’t send taxpayer information to 

VerDate Sep 11 2014 01:55 Apr 16, 2015 Jkt 049060 PO 00000 Frm 00016 Fmt 7634 Sfmt 0634 E:\CR\FM\A15AP7.011 H15APPT1S
S

pe
nc

er
 o

n 
D

S
K

4S
P

T
V

N
1P

R
O

D
 w

ith
 H

O
U

S
E


		Superintendent of Documents
	2016-08-26T11:26:56-0400
	US GPO, Washington, DC 20401
	Superintendent of Documents
	GPO attests that this document has not been altered since it was disseminated by GPO




